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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-14 are pending in this application. Claims 1 and 13 have been 
amended by applicant by amendment filed on 10/30/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 4-9, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Poppenga et al. (US Pub # 2003/0120624, hereinafter 
Poppenga) in view of Kaplan et al. (US Patent # 6,594,674 B1, hereinafter Kaplan) 
and in further view of Maxwell et al. (US Patent 6,567,860 B1, hereinafter Maxwell) 
and in even further view of Smith ( US Pub # 2002/0069353 A1, hereinafter Smith) 
and in view of official notice. 

4. With respect to claim 1 . Poppenga discloses determining which drivers are 
needed for devices on client computing systems that are not automatically found and 
installed on the client computing systems during vendor-specified operating system 
installation on the client computing systems (abstract); creating entries for the drivers 
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within a master driver file ([0030], lines 1 0-1 8) and, for each client computing system, 
creating references within an unattended installation file for the client computing system 
to the entries for the drivers ([0032], lines 1-12) of the devices for the client computing 
system within the master driver file ([0028], lines 1-11), wherein the unattended 
installation file is a different file than the master driver File is ([0030], lines 1-12). 
However, Poppenga does not clearly disclose that the entries for the drivers are within a 
master driver file. 

In the same field of endeavor, Kaplan discloses in the summary of invention that 
a single file can include two or more separable streams of data capable of being stored 
as individual files and sub files can be written to a single Master File Table (col. 1-2, 
summary of invention). Kaplan also discloses in the summary of invention that it also 
allows an application program to write, as a single file, a large block of data comprising 
multiple portions that could otherwise be written as several smaller files (col. 1-2, 
summary of invention). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga with the teachings of 
Kaplan in order to enhance the efficiency of file transferring by transferring one big file 
instead of multiple smaller individual files (col. 1). 

However, Poppenga and Kaplan do not clearly disclose determining by a server 
computing system responsible for installing operating systems on client computing 
systems which drivers are needed for devices on the client computer systems, creating 
without user interaction, entries for the drivers within a master driver file. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Maxwell discloses determining by a server 
computing system responsible for installing operating systems on client computing 
systems which drivers are needed for devices on the client computer systems (col. 4, 
lines 1 -1 5, creating without user interaction, entries for the drivers within a master driver 
file (col. 3, lines 1-19, Maxwell discloses in col. 3, lines 15-19 that the method claimed 
may also include steps wherein the add-device tool, upon being invoked causes a 
special graphical user interface (GUI) window to be displayed, facilitating the device 
drive data input through the use of this GUI window. This means what Maxwell disclose 
prior to this passage does not require a GUI which means it is not created/done with 
user interaction). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga and Kaplan with the 
teachings of Maxwell in order to input a new device driver information into a computer to 
enable the operating system to recognize the new hardware device. 

Although Poppenga, Kaplan, and Maxwell disclose the claimed invention, they do 
not explicitly state that the entries for the drivers within a master driver file are created 
without user intervention. 

In the same field of endeavor, Smith discloses in [0013] that a removable media 
storage device having a configuration information file containing data that enables the 
installation of one or more device drivers, the configuration file containing data used by 
a computer system to automatically install a first device driver and allocate computer 
system resources without user intervention. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, and Maxwell 
with the teachings of Smith in order to enhance automatically installing a device driver 
and allocate computer system resources without user intervention. 

However, Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell and Smith do not explicitly state that the 
server computing system is creating references within an unattended installation file for 
the client computing system to the entries for the driver of the devices for the client 
computer system within the master drive file. The examiner takes official notice that it 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to modify the teachings of 
Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, and Smith to creature references within an unattended 
installation file for the client computing system to the entries for the driver of the devices 
for the client computer system within the master drive file by the server computing 
system in order to efficiently utilize the processing power of individual processors so the 
processing power will not have a burden on other processors executing the work 
needed on the system itself. 

5. With respect to claim 4, Poppenga discloses creating entries for the drivers 
([0027], lines 1 -4) within the master driver file comprises creating entries for the drivers 
within the master driver file that are not already present within the master driver file 
([0030], lines 7-18, [0032], lines 1-12). 
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6. With respect to claim 5, Poppenga discloses creating entries for the drivers within 
the master driver file comprises creating entries for the drivers within the master driver 
file as stored on a server computing system ([0027, lines 1-4). 

7. With respect to claim 6, Poppenga discloses copying the master driver file to 
each client computing system ([0033], lines 1-3), wherein creating references within the 
unattended installation file for each client computing system to the entries for the drivers 
of the devices within the master drive file comprises creating the references to the 
entries for the drivers of the devices within the master driver file as copied to the client 
computing system ([0028], lines 1-10). 

8. With respect to claim 7, Poppenga discloses copying the master driver file to 
each client computing system comprises copying the master driver file in its entirety to 
each client computer system ([0033], lines 1-14). 

9. With respect to claim 8, Poppenga discloses copying the master driver file to 
each client computing system comprises, for each client computing system, copying 
only those parts of the master driver file that include the entries for the drivers that are 
needed for the devices on the client computing system ([0033], lines 1-14). 

10. With respect to claim 9, Poppenga discloses for each client computing system, 
copying the drivers that are needed for the devices on the client computing system to 
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the client computing system ([0039], lines 1-17). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 1 1 , it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. In 
addition, Maxwell discloses wherein the master driver file is a text mode driver file 
(column 10, lines 48-50). 

12. With respect to claim 12, Poppenga discloses the unattended installation file for 
each client computing system is an operating system installation answer file for the 
client computing system ([0034], lines 1-10, the unattended installation file may also be 
referred to as an answer file, and contains the values, or answers, needed by the 
operating system installation process). 

13. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, Smith and official notice as applied to claim 1 and in 
further view of Barmettler (US Pub # 2003/0023770 A1, hereinafter Barmettler). 

14. With respect to claim 2, Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, and Smith does not clearly 
disclose determining which drivers are needed for mass storage devices on the client 
computing systems. 

In the same field of endeavor, Barmettler discloses which drivers are needed for 
mass storage devices on the client computing systems ([0009], lines 4-12, [0002], lines 
1-3). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, 
and Smith with the teachings of Barmettler in order to conveniently install drivers for 
myriad devices. 

15. With respect to claim 3, Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, and Smith does not clearly 
disclose remotely scanning hardware on the client computer systems to learn of the 
devices that are not automatically found and installed on the client computing systems 
during operating system installation. 

In the same field of endeavor, Barmettler discloses remotely scanning hardware 
on the client computer systems to learn of the devices that are not automatically found 
and installed on the client computing systems during operating system installation 
([0009], lines 4-9, [0021], lines 1-6, [0014], lines 3-7, the web site determines whether 
the driver installation can be automated while the automated installation object 
determines which peripheral devices are attached to the computing system in which 
essentially the website remotely scans the hardware on the client computer systems). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, 
and Smith with the teachings of Barmettler in order to efficiently install a driver if special 
assistance is required from an administrator or the client/user is not capable of installing 
the driver themselves. 
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16. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, Smith and official notice as applied to claim 1 and in 
further view of Piatt (US Patent 5,421,009, hereinafter Piatt). 

1 7. With respect to claim 1 0, Poppenga discloses where the drivers of the devices 
for the client computing systems are able to be installed in the unattended manner due 
to the references created within the unattended installation files to the entries for the 
drivers of the devices within the master drive file (abstract). However Poppenga, 
Kaplan, Maxwell, and Smith do not clearly disclose remotely installing operating 
systems on the client computing systems in an unattended manner. 

In the same field of endeavor, Piatt discloses remotely installing operating 
systems on the client computing systems in an unattended manner (column 1, lines 61- 
63, column 2, lines 3-6). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, 
Maxwell, and Smith with the teachings of Piatt in order to not only provide/install drivers, 
but programs/software as well which are needed/useful without an 
administrator/personnel to complete the task resulting in a more efficient manner. 

18. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, and Smith and in further view of Piatt and in further 
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With respect to claim 13, Poppenga discloses which drivers are needed for devices on 
the client computing systems that are not automatically found and installed on the client 
computing system during vendor-specified operating system installation on the client 
computing system (abstract) creating entries for drivers within a master driver file that 
are not already present within the master driver file as stored on a server computing 
system ([0027], lines 1-4, [0030], lines 10-18); copying the master driver file to each 
client computing system ([0033], lines 1-14); copying the drivers that are needed for the 
devices on each client computing system to the client computing system ([0033], lines 
1-14); for each client computing system, creating references within an unattended 
installation file for the client computing system to the entries for the drivers of the 
devices for the client computing system within the master driver file as copied to the 
client computing system ([0028], lines 1-10), where the drivers of the device for the 
client computing systems are able to be installed in the unattended manner due to the 
references created within the unattended installation files to the entries for the drivers of 
the devices within the master driver file ([0033], lines 1-14), and wherein the unattended 
installation file is a different file than the master driver file ([0033], lines 1 -1 4). However, 
Poppenga does not clearly disclose that the entries for the drivers are within a master 
driver file and remotely installing operating systems on the client computing systems in 
an unattended manner. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Kaplan discloses in the summary of invention that 
a single file can include two or more separable streams of data capable of being stored 
as individual files and sub files can be written to a single Master File Table (col. 1-2, 
summary of invention). Kaplan also discloses in the summary of invention that it also 
allows an application program to write, as a single file, a large block of data comprising 
multiple portions that could otherwise be written as several smaller files (col. 1-2, 
summary of invention). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga with the teachings of 
Kaplan in order to enhance the efficiency of file transferring by transferring one big file 
instead of multiple smaller individual files (col. 1). 

However, Poppenga and Kaplan do not clearly disclose determining by a server 
computing system responsible for installing operating systems on client computing 
systems which drivers are needed for devices on the client computer systems, creating 
without user interaction, entries for the drivers within a master driver file. 

In the same field of endeavor, Maxwell discloses determining by a server 
computing system responsible for installing operating systems on client computing 
systems which drivers are needed for devices on the client computer systems (col. 4, 
lines 1-15, creating without user interaction, entries for the drivers within a master driver 
file (col. 3, lines 1-19, Maxwell discloses in col. 3, lines 15-19 that the method claimed 
may also include steps wherein the add-device tool, upon being invoked causes a 
special graphical user interface (GUI) window to be displayed, facilitating the device 
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drive data input through the use of this GUI window. This means what Maxwell disclose 
prior to this passage does not require a GUI which means it is not created/done with 
user interaction). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga and Kaplan with the 
teachings of Maxwell in order to input a new device driver information into a computer to 
enable the operating system to recognize the new hardware device. 

Although Poppenga, Kaplan, and Maxwell disclose the claimed invention, they do 
not explicitly state that the entries for the drivers within a master driver file are created 
without user intervention. 

In the same field of endeavor, Smith discloses in [0013] that a removable media 
storage device having a configuration information file containing data that enables the 
installation of one or more device drivers, the configuration file containing data used by 
a computer system to automatically install a first device driver and allocate computer 
system resources without user intervention. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, and Maxwell with the 
teachings of Smith in order to enhance automatically installing a device driver and 
allocate computer system resources without user intervention. 

The combination of Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, and Smith does not disclose 
remotely installing operating systems on the client computing systems in an unattended 
manner. 



Application/Control Number: 10/800,975 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2457 

In the same field of endeavor, Piatt discloses remotely installing operating 
systems on the client computing systems in an unattended manner (column 1, lines 61- 
63, column 2, lines 3-6). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, 
Maxwell, Smith and Piatt with the teachings of Piatt in order for a more convenient way 
not only to provide/install drivers, but programs/software that are needed/useful. 

However, Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, Smith and Piatt do not explicitly state that 
the server computing system is creating references within an unattended installation file 
for the client computing system to the entries for the driver of the devices for the client 
computer system within the master drive file. The examiner takes official notice that it 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to modify the teachings of 
Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, Smith and Piatt to creature references within an 
unattended installation file for the client computing system to the entries for the driver of 
the devices for the client computer system within the master drive file by the server 
computing system in order to efficiently utilize the processing power of individual 
processors so the processing power will not have a burden on other processors 
executing the work needed on the system itself. 

19. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Poppenga, Kaplan, Maxwell, Smith and official notice and in further view of Piatt 
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20. With respect to claim 14, Poppenga, Kaplan, and Piatt do not clearly disclose the 
devices on the client computing systems are mass storage devices. 

In the same field of endeavor, Barmettler discloses the devices on the client 
computing systems are mass storage devices ([0009], lines 4-12, [0002], lines 1-3). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the teachings of Poppenga, Kaplan, and Piatt 
with the teachings of Barmettler in order to conveniently install drivers for myriad 
devices. 

Response to Arguments 

21 . Applicant's arguments with regards to claims 1-14 on page 6-8 filed 10/30/2008 
have been considered by are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

22. Applicant's arguments with regards to claim 1 on page 9-10 filed 10/30/2008 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

23. Applicant alleges on page 9 that Poppenga in view of Kaplan do not disclose 
"creating references within an unattended installation file for the client computing 
system to the entries for the drivers". 
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The examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's argument since Poppenga 
in [0032] discloses that the driver package builder retrieves the initially selected driver 
from the divide driver database and automatically generates and appropriate 
accompanying configuration of files (such as .ini files). Just based on that passage 
alone, it clearly shows that Poppenga discloses references that are created for the 
unattended installing file for the client computing system. 



24. Therefore, in view of the above reasons, Examiner maintains rejections. 

Conclusion 

25. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 



26. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HO SHIU whose telephone number is (571)270-3810. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur (8:30am - 4:00pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on 571-272-4001 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

HTS Ho Shiu 

01/30/2009 Patent Examiner 

GAU 2457 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2457 



